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wedding anniversary. My wife, Janet,
and I look forward to the day we can
celebrate a similar milestone. The
Wrights’ commitment to the principles
and values of their marriage deserves
to be saluted and recognized.

f

RECOGNITION OF ACHIEVEMENT

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise
today to extend appreciation to
Arsalan Iftikhar for his service as an
intern in my office during the Spring of
1998. Arsalan set the highest standard
of excellence on a project undertaken
by my Operations Team.

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff
and I have made an oath of service,
commitment, and dedication. We dedi-
cate ourselves to quality service.
America’s future will be determined by
the character and productivity of our
people. In this respect, we seek to lead
by our example. We strive to lead with
humility and honesty, and to work
with energy and spirit. Our standard of
productivity is accuracy, courtesy, ef-
ficiency, integrity, validity, and time-
liness.

Arsalan has not only achieved this
standard, he set a new standard on the
project he was given. He exemplified a
competitive level of work while main-
taining a cooperative spirit. His per-
formance truly was inspiring to my en-
tire office. It is with much appreciation
that I recognize Arsalan’s contribution
to me and my staff in our effort to ful-
fill our office pledge and to serve all
people by whose consent we govern.

f

RECOGNITION OF ACHIEVEMENT

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise
today to extend appreciation to Heath-
er Oellermann for her service as an in-
tern in my office during the Spring of
1998. Heather set the highest standard
of excellence on a project undertaken
by my Operations Team.

Since I was elected in 1994, my staff
and I have made an oath of service,
commitment, and dedication. We dedi-
cate ourselves to quality service.
America’s future will be determined by
the character and productivity of our
people. In this respect, we seek to lead
by our example. We strive to lead with
humility and honesty, and to work
with energy and spirit. Our standard of
productivity is accuracy, courtesy, ef-
ficiency, integrity, validity, and time-
liness.

Heather has not only achieved this
standard, she set a new standard on the
project she was given. She exemplified
a competitive level of work while
maintaining a cooperative spirit. Her
performance truly was inspiring to my
entire office. It is with much apprecia-
tion that I recognize Heather’s con-
tribution to me and my staff in our ef-
fort to fulfill our office pledge and to
serve all people by whose consent we
govern.

COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK
GRANT LEGISLATION

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
thank Senator COATS, the Chairman of
the Labor Committee’s Subcommittee
on Children and Families, for the ex-
cellent work he has done in drafting
legislation to reauthorize the Commu-
nity Services Block Grant, which re-
cently passed in the Senate. The CSBG
program is intended to fight poverty
and alleviate its effects on people and
their communities. Through these
block grants, federal money is given to
the states and local communities to
create programs that help low-income
people secure employment, get an ade-
quate education, make better use of
their available income, obtain and
maintain adequate housing, and ulti-
mately achieve self-sufficiency.

These block grants free states and
local communities of federal red tape
and give them the flexibility they de-
sire to initiate programs that meet the
needs of people who need help. As a
former governor, I learned that state
and local governments are far more ef-
fective in serving local communities
than Washington’s bureaucracy.

Further, Community Services Block
Grants provide opportunities for the
government to partner with the non-
governmental sector to provide a vari-
ety of services to the poor. I am grate-
ful that Senator COATS has led a bipar-
tisan effort to include within this reau-
thorization bill language that can ex-
pand the opportunities for charitable
and faith-based organizations to serve
their communities with CSBG funds.
The provisions included will help faith-
based organizations to maintain their
religious character and integrity when
providing social services with govern-
ment funds.

For years, America’s charities and
churches have been transforming shat-
tered lives by addressing the deeper
needs of people—by instilling hope and
values which help change behavior and
attitudes. As a matter of sound public
policy, we in Congress need to find
ways to allow these successful organi-
zations to unleash the cultural remedy
that our society so desperately needs.
Senator COATS’ legislation reauthoriz-
ing the Community Services Block
Grant will help to further this goal.

The language in this bill regarding
charitable and faith-based providers is
similar to my Charitable Choice provi-
sion contained in the welfare reform
law which we passed two years ago, but
it does contain some differences. For
non-governmental organizations wish-
ing to participate in both the Commu-
nity Service Block Grant and the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families
programs, the differences between the
two provisions may cause some confu-
sion and lead to additional administra-
tive burdens.

This situation demonstrates the need
to pass legislation that applies the
same Charitable Choice language to all
federally funded social service pro-

grams in which the government is au-
thorized to use nongovernmental orga-
nizations to provide services to bene-
ficiaries. Under my Charitable Choice
Expansion Act, which I introduced in
May of this year, uniform protections
and guidelines would apply to faith-
based entities using federal dollars to
provide housing, substance abuse pre-
vention and treatment, juvenile serv-
ices, seniors services, abstinence edu-
cation, and child welfare services, as
well as services under the Community
Development Block Grant, the Social
Services Block Grant, and of course,
the Community Services Block Grant.
One uniform Charitable Choice provi-
sion will certainly make it easier for
both the government and faith-based
organizations to work together more
efficiently to help our nation’s needy.

Again, I thank Senator COATS and all
the members of the Labor Committee,
as well as their staff, for their hard
work on this legislation, and I com-
mend them for their decision to in-
clude provisions that invite the greater
participation of charitable and faith-
based providers in the Community
Services Block Grant program. I hope
that we in the Senate will continue
working together to pursue legislative
proposals that encourage successful
non-governmental organizations to ex-
pand their life-transforming programs
to serve our nation’s poor and needy.
f

NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION
AND SENATE RATIFICATION OF
THE COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR
TEST-BAN TREATY
Mr. BIDEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent.
It is a truism that despite the end of

the Cold War, we live in a dangerous
world. The ultimate danger we face,
perhaps, is that nuclear weapons will
be obtained—or even used—by unstable
countries or terrorist groups.

We must undertake a range of activi-
ties to reduce that danger. There is no
magic bullet. No single program or ini-
tiative will rid the world of the threat
of nuclear cataclysm at the hands of a
new or unstable nuclear power.

Rather, we need a coherent strategy
with many elements—a strategy de-
signed to reduce both the supply of nu-
clear weapons technology to would-be
nuclear powers and the regional ten-
sions that fuel their demand for those
weapons.

I would like to spend a few minutes
today talking about one piece of that
strategy that this body can implement:
We can and should give our advice and
consent to ratification of the Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty.
And we should do that promptly.

In her speech on the 35th anniversary
of John F. Kennedy’s American Univer-
sity speech, Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright called for U.S. ratifica-
tion of the Comprehensive Nuclear
Test-Ban Treaty. Noting the recent In-
dian and Pakistani nuclear tests, she
said that ratification was needed ‘‘now,
more than ever.’’
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Senator SPECTER and I have also

called for ratification now, both in
floor statements and by drafting a res-
olution calling for expeditious Senate
consideration of the Test-Ban Treaty.

Why is the Test-Ban so crucial? Be-
cause it is directly related to the glob-
al bargain that is the heart of the glob-
al nonproliferation regime. Other coun-
tries will give up their ambition to ac-
quire nuclear weapons, but only if the
declared nuclear powers honestly seek
to end their nuclear advantage. We
have to keep up our side of the bar-
gain—and that means ratifying and ad-
hering to the comprehensive test ban—
or the non-nuclear weapons states will
not feel bound to theirs.

One lesson of this decade’s nuclear
developments in India, Pakistan, Iraq
and North Korea is that very basic nu-
clear weapon design information is no
longer a tightly held secret. The tech-
nology required to produce nuclear
weapons remains expensive and com-
plex, but it is well within the reach of
literally scores of countries.

To keep countries from producing
what scores of them could produce, you
need more than pressure or sanctions.
You must constantly maintain their
consent to remain non-nuclear weapons
states.

Ideally, we would maintain that con-
sent by removing the security concerns
that propel countries to seek nuclear
weapons. But that is terribly difficult,
be it in Kashmir or the Middle East, in
the Balkans or the Korean Peninsula
or the Taiwan Straits.

In the world of today and of the fore-
seeable future, peace does not reign.
Nuclear non-proliferation will not pre-
vail in this world either, unless we con-
vince states that nuclear weapons are
not the key to survival, to status or to
power.

The Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty is not merely emblematic of the
nuclear powers’ commitment to the
non-nuclear weapons states. It also will
put a cap on the development of new
classes of nuclear weapons by the nu-
clear powers.

The test-ban treaty will also limit
the ability of any non-nuclear weapons
state to develop sophisticated nuclear
weapons or to gain confidence in more
primitive nuclear weapons if it were to
illegally acquire or produce them. If
you can’t test your weapon, you are
very unlikely to rely upon it as an in-
strument of war.

These are important reassurances to
the non-nuclear nations of the world.
They are why those countries agreed to
foreswear all nuclear tests and to ac-
cept intrusive on-site inspection if a
suspicion arose that they might have
tested a nuclear device.

Will the Test-Ban Treaty also gradu-
ally reduce a country’s confidence in
the reliability of its nuclear weapons
over the next 30 or 50 years, as some of
its opponents assert? If so, that is actu-
ally reassuring to the non-nuclear
weapons states, for it gives them hope
of the eventual realization of that

‘‘cessation of the nuclear arms race’’
encouraged by Article VI of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. So even the cloud
that most frightens test-ban opponents
has a silver lining: it helps keep the
rest of the world on board the non-pro-
liferation bandwagon.

Now it is true, Mr. President, that
some countries have never accepted the
world non-proliferation bargain. The
so-called ‘‘threshold states’’ of India,
Pakistan and Israel all viewed nuclear
weapons as essential to their national
security, and India denounced the Non-
Proliferation Treaty because it did not
require immediate nuclear disar-
mament.

Still other countries, like Iran, Iraq
and North Korea, signed the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty but maintained cov-
ert nuclear weapons programs.

But the vast majority of the world’s
states, including many prospective nu-
clear powers, have gone along with this
bargain. And it is vital to our national
security that we maintain their adher-
ence to the world non-proliferation re-
gime. They must not become ‘‘thresh-
old states,’’ let alone actually test nu-
clear weapons.

So, how will we maintain the adher-
ence of the world’s non-nuclear weap-
ons states to the nuclear proliferation
regime? The Indian and Pakistani nu-
clear tests are a direct challenge to
that regime. The regime—and the
countries who support it—can only
meet that challenge if the United
States leads the way.

On one level, we are already doing
that. We have imposed severe sanctions
on both India and Pakistan, and both
of their economies are at risk. We have
adjusted our sanctions to limit their
effect upon innocent populations, and
we are working to give the President
the flexibility to lift them in return for
serious steps by India and Pakistan to-
ward capping their arms race and ad-
dressing their differences.

On the world-wide level, however, our
record is mixed. Some countries have
joined us in imposing sanctions on
India and Pakistan. We have also been
joined in strong statements by coun-
tries ranging from Japan to Russia and
China.

Statements and resolutions by the G-
8, the Organization of American States,
the Conference on Disarmament, and
the United Nations Security Council
have rightly condemned India and
Pakistan’s nuclear tests and called
upon them to join the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, to refrain from
actual deployment of their weapons, to
ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-
Ban Treaty and to move toward a
peaceful settlement of the Kashmir dis-
pute.

But the world is acutely aware of our
failure to persuade more countries to
impose sanctions, and also of our own
failure, so far, to ratify the Com-
prehensive Test-Ban Treaty. Until we
ratify this Treaty, the nuclear hard-
liners in India and Pakistan will be
able to cite U.S. hypocrisy as one more

reason to reject the nuclear non-pro-
liferation regime. And until we ratify
the Treaty, the rest of the world will
find it easier to reject U.S. calls for
diplomatic and economic measures to
pressure India and Pakistan.

We must keep our part of that non-
proliferation bargain, if we are to
maintain U.S. leadership on non-pro-
liferation, keep the rest of the world on
board, and influence India and Paki-
stan. The truth is that we have little
choice.

If we fail to keep faith with the non-
nuclear states because we cannot even
ratify the Test-Ban Treaty, then we
will also fail to keep them from devel-
oping nuclear weapons of their own.
And in that case, Mr. President, we
might as well prepare for a world of at
least 15 or 20 nuclear weapon states,
rather than the 5 or 7 or 8 we have
today. That is the stark reality we
face.

THE FATE OF THE TEST-BAN TREATY

But we need not fail, Mr. President.
The Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty is a very sensible treaty that is
clearly in our national interest. It
binds the rest of the world to refrain
from nuclear testing, just as we have
bound our own government for the last
6 years.

The Test-Ban Treaty forces us to rely
upon so-called ‘‘stockpile stewardship’’
to maintain the safety and reliability
of our nuclear weapons, but we are in a
better position economically and sci-
entifically to do that than is any other
country in the world.

Treaty verification will require our
attention and our resources, but those
are resources that we would have to
spend anyway in order to monitor
world-wide nuclear weapons programs.

Indeed, the International Monitoring
System under the Treaty may save us
money, as we will pay only a quarter of
those costs for monitoring resources
that otherwise we might well have to
finance in full.

But we do have a problem. We have
been unable to hold hearings on this
treaty in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, even though committees with
lesser roles have held them. And the
Majority Leader has said that he will
not bring this treaty to the floor.

Why is that, Mr. President? I know
that my good friends the chairman and
the majority leader have raised argu-
ments against the Treaty, but they
seem curiously unwilling to make
those arguments in the context of a
proper committee or floor debate on a
resolution of ratification.

Could they be afraid of losing? Could
they be afraid that, once the pros and
cons are laid out with a resolution of
ratification before us, two thirds of
this body will support ratification?
Perhaps; I know that I think the Trea-
ty can readily get that support.

For the arguments in favor of ratifi-
cation look pretty strong. The condi-
tions that the President has asked us
to attach to a resolution of ratification
will assure that we maintain our weap-
ons and the ability to test them, and
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that he will consider every year wheth-
er we must withdraw from the Treaty
and resume testing to maintain nu-
clear deterrence.

I also know, Mr. President, that the
American people overwhelmingly sup-
port ratification of the Test-Ban Trea-
ty. A nation-wide poll in mid-May,
after the Indian tests, found 73 percent
in favor of ratification and only 16 per-
cent against it. Later polls in 5 states—
with 7 Republican senators—found sup-
port for the Treaty ranging from 79
percent to 86 percent.

The May poll also found that the
American people knew there was a risk
that other countries would try to
cheat, so the public is not supporting
ratification because they wear rose-
colored glasses. The people are pretty
level-headed on this issue, as on so
many others. They know that no trea-
ty is perfect. They also know that this
Treaty, on balance, is good for Amer-
ica.

So perhaps those who block the Sen-
ate from fulfilling its Constitutional
duty regarding this Treaty are doing
that because they know the people
overwhelmingly support this Treaty,
and they know that ratification would
pass.

Perhaps they just don’t like arms
control treaties. Perhaps they would
rather rely only upon American mili-
tary might, including nuclear weapons
tests. Perhaps they want a nation-wide
ballistic missile defense and figure that
then it won’t matter how many coun-
tries have nuclear weapons. Perhaps
they figure our weapons will keep us
safe, even if we let the rest of the world
fall into the abyss of nuclear war.

I don’t share that view, Mr. Presi-
dent. I believe we can keep non-pro-
liferation on track. I believe that we
can maintain nuclear deterrence with-
out engaging in nuclear testing, and
that the Comprehensive Test-Ban Trea-
ty is a small price for keeping the non-
nuclear states with us on an issue
where the fate of the world is truly at
stake.

I cannot force a resolution of ratifi-
cation on this Treaty through the For-
eign Relations Committee and onto the
floor of this body.

But the American people want us to
ratify this Treaty. They are absolutely
right to want that. I will remind my
colleagues—however often I must—of
their duty under the U.S. Constitution
and to our national security. I will
make sure that the American people
know who stands with them in that
vital quest.

My colleague, the senior Senator
from Pennsylvania, and I have drafted
a resolution calling for expeditious
consideration of this Treaty. So far, we
have been joined by 34 of our colleagues
as co-sponsors of that resolution.

We know that many others support
us quietly, Mr. President, but hesitate
to part company with their leaders. We
are confident, however, that as more of
them reflect on what is at stake, and
on the need for continued U.S. leader-

ship in nuclear non-proliferation, they
will realize that they will do their lead-
ers a favor by helping the Senate to do
what is so clearly in the national inter-
est.

The Senate will give its advice and
consent to ratification of the Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty.
The only question is when.

The world is a dangerous place, Mr.
President, and we must no underesti-
mate the challenges our country faces.
But the spirit of America lies in our
ability to rise to those challenges and
overcome them. The immediate chal-
lenge of non-proliferation is to bring
forth a resolution of ratification on a
useful treaty, Mr. President. We should
show more of that American spirit in
our approach to that task.
f

THE IMPORTANCE OF IMF
FUNDING

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, no less an
authority than Alan Greenspan re-
cently pronounced our economy in the
best shape he has seen in his profes-
sional life.

Unemployment, inflation, and inter-
est rates are low; incomes, investment,
and optimism remain high.

Clearly, Mr. President, now is the
time to worry.

Now is the time to worry, Mr. Presi-
dent, because these are exactly the cir-
cumstances that breed overconfidence
and complacency. Pride, Mr. President,
goeth before the fall.

Mr. President, we enjoy this excel-
lent economic performance because we
have got our own house in order—we
have gone through a painful period of
restructuring that has made our econ-
omy more efficient, and we have taken
the tough steps to balance our federal
budget.

So our factories and businesses are
operating efficiently, our workers are
earning more, and our sound govern-
ment finances are helping to keep in-
terest rates down. What could go
wrong?

Well, what if the markets for this
new, more productive economy were
not there? What if international inves-
tors pull their money out of some of
our major trading partners? What if
those countries stop buying our prod-
ucts and services? What if they can’t
pay back their loans, and American in-
vestments there lose money instead of
sending profits back home?

Unfortunately, that is just what is
happening now, and instead of acting
quickly to limit the threat of these de-
velopments, the majority in the House
of Representatives has chosen to play a
dangerous game of chicken with inter-
national financial markets.

Mr. President, the Senate went on
record in March, by an overwhelming
vote of 84 to 16, in favor of full funding
of U.S. participation in the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. But those
funds were dropped by the House in
Conference.

I am pleased to see that Chairman
STEVENS, who, along with my colleague

Senator HAGEL on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has shown real leader-
ship on this issue, has taken a second
crack at the problem by including this
funding on the Foreign Operations Ap-
propriations bill. Unfortunately, we
will not act on that bill until after the
August recess.

But just last week, the House pulled
its version of the Foreign Ops bill from
further consideration because of their
internal squabbling over funding for
the IMF.

I fear that those squabbles may mask
an even more cynical motive—to hold
the IMF, and by extension global finan-
cial stability, hostage to increase their
bargaining leverage on unrelated issues
at the end of the legislative session
this fall.

Mr. President, I want to stress what
is at stake while the majority in the
House dithers. The financial crisis that
began a year ago in Asia has not gone
away—it continues to fester, and
threatens to spread. Indeed, with the
resources of the IMF already stretched
thin, we may be entering the most crit-
ical phase of this threat to the global
economy.

If the worst case happens, Mr. Presi-
dent, we will have no place to hide, no
matter how well things have been
going for us lately. Just look at the
risks.

Japan is the keystone of the Asian
economy—it could pull that already
fragile region into a real depression if
current trends are not quickly and dra-
matically reversed. That’s why the re-
cent elections there were so important,
and why international investors are
watching closely to see if Japan has
the political muscle to overhaul its fi-
nancial system and restore growth at
the same time. That is a lot to ask, and
much hangs on the outcome, including
the health of important markets for
American exports throughout Asia.

Mr. President, in May our trade defi-
cit soared to $15.8 billion, as exports to
Asia dropped by 21 percent compared to
a year ago. Still, our friends in the
House suggest that we wait until the
fall to see if things get worse.

Russia presents an additional threat
to our economic and security interests.
Despite the announcement of a new
IMF package, the Moscow stock mar-
ket index has dropped 24 percent. An
economically foundering Russia, facing
political collapse, opens a Pandora’s
box of issues for stability in Europe
and around the world.

On top of all this, other countries, in-
cluding South Africa, Ukraine, and Ma-
laysia, are lined up in the IMF’s wait-
ing room.

But because of the severity of the
Asian crisis, the IMF’s resources are so
low that international investors must
now have real fear that it will not be
able to provide further support to its
current clients, or support any addi-
tional countries now on the brink. This
will add uncertainty to an already
shaky situation, and can only make
further panic more likely.
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